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ABSTRACT
There 1s a strong indication that a student's

estimate of his achievement may-be more accurate than teacher or peer
evaluation. Furthermore, a teacher can help a student improve his
self-evaluation over a period of time if the teacher takes into
consideration aspects of the student's personality. The purpose of
this study was to determine: (1) 1f a student's estimate 0f his
academic performance was more accurate initially than at points
halfway through and at the end of the term; {2) if age, sex, guality
point average, grade received, or personallty variables, as measured
by the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire, would differ
significantly among the students who accurately estimated from those
who either overestimated or underestimated their final grade in a
course; and ({3) if there were differences for these variables between
+t+he 3 groups of students in the fields 5f education, engineering, and
business. The findings of the study were in opposition to previous
studies. Thev show that: (1) students were best able to evaluate
their performance at the beginning of the term; (2) there was little
difference between high achieving and low achieving students in
ability to predict their course grade, but older students proved more
accurate than the younger students; and (3) none of the personalitv
factors were found to be significant for over, under, and accurate
estimatcors in any of their respective academic areas. HS)
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THE RELATIONSHIP OF STUDENT GRADE TXPLCTATIONS, SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS,
AD RCADE;'IC PZRFOR FILICL FOR FDUCATION, TIGITLLRINIG "ND BUSINESS *TAJORS*

Jerry B. Ayers and iilichael E. Rohr
Tennessee Technological University
Cookeville, Tennessee 38501

The college student facing the instructor the first
day of class brings with him a unique combination of per-
sonality characteristics and history of success and failure
in learning situations. Student performimce in a course
seems, in part, to depend upon his own estimation of how
he will achieve during the terr. This initial self-
evaluation plus information concerning the instructor and
course content, to a large part, determines the attitudinal
set toward the course and initial study patterns. If this
is true, it would seem important for the instructor to be
able to identify those students who cannot accurately

= evaluate their own performance so that he might aid the
student in developing more realistic course expectations
and study patterns. ’
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Related research terds to support the concept of
accuracy of student self-evaluation. 1In a review of both
published and unpublished literature, Russell (4) concluded
that there is a strong indication that a student’'s estimate
of his achievement may be more accurate than teacher OY
peer evaiuation. He further stated that a teacher can help
a student improve his self-evaluation over a pericd of time
if the teacher takes into consideration aspects of the
student’'s personality-.

Dysinger and Wilkins (2) asked students to estimate
their grades at the end of a semester. They found that
by the end of the term G64.5% could estimate the grade in
a course correctly, 33.5% missed the grade assigned
by only one letter dgrade {approximately half were high
and half low), and 1.5% missed the grade assigned by two

letter grades. Students with a high grads roint average

RV made more accurate estimates than those with a low average.

X ILow average students tended to overestimate their grades.

DQ Juniors and seniors as a whole made ketter estimates

than freshmen and sophomores.
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Hurstein (3) asked keginning psychology students to estimate
their final grade at the keginning and end of the term. The
results of the study indicated that the students who made higher
grades in the course were generally realistic in their ex-
pectations of the grade received. Students who received low
grades were unrealistic in their grade estimates, perceiving
themselves as deserving a grade higher than they received.

They changed 1little from keginning to end of the term in their
estimation, thus kenefiting little from the additional infor-
mation gained during the term. Iliurstein suggested that a study
of personality patterns should le conducted.

Previous research has indicated that certain personality
patterns are associated with success in teaching, engineering,
and husiness. For example, Cattell and Fher(l), found that
certain personality varialles from the Sixteen Personality
Factor Questionnaire (16PF) were useful 1in discriminating
general occurational areas. 2Academically successful students
and teachers were outgoing(Factor A), and toc a lesser
extent socially bold(Factor ¥) and sensitive (Factor I).
Engineers were found to ke soker (Factor F), shrewd (Factor M),
receptive to new ideas (Factor (0 ), and self-fufficient (Factor 0O ).
Factors for successful Businesslpersonnel include extraversion
{Factor 2), shrewdness {Factor N), tough-mindedness (Factor I},
and openness to new ideas (Factor 0O ). 1Mo studies have indicated
what chazracteristics micht separaté thise students who ac-
curately estimate their grades from those who either over-
estimate or underestimate their performance.

The purpose of this study were to determine: (1) if
a student's estimate of his academic performance was more
accurate initially than at poinits halfway through and at
the end of the term: (2) if age, sex, Quality Point Average,
grade received, or personality variakles, as measured by
the 16PF, would differ significantly among the Ss who
accurately estimated from those who either overestimated or
underestimated@ their final grade in a course; and (3) if
there were differences for these v-rialkles betwvezen the
three groups of Ss. i.e., Fducation, Tngineering and
Business.

METHODOLOGY

Students {i=415) enrolled in courses nocrrally taken by
third guarter sophomores majoring in Fducation, Engineering,
and Business served as Ss for this study. ©6f these, 149
Education majors were enrollec¢ in Educational Psvcholecgy, 88
Engineering majors in Engineering Mechanics and 178 Business
majors in the thiré cuarter of Accounting. Fach course within
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the respective colleges consisted of four serarate sections
taught by two different instructors. On the first day of class,
the investigators visited ea~nh class and exXriained that a study
was’ being conducted to cdetermine hovw well students could es-~
timate their success in the coursc as measured by the final
grade. Each student was then asked toc estimate (I'l) what grade
he thought that he would receive in tiie course. Durinc the same
class period the Ss were administered the 16PF. The next
estimate(E2) of the 3s f£inal crade was taker at a point in

time when the student was aware of his ievel of performance

for about 59% of the term. The thiréd estimate(F3) of final
grade was obtained on the 1asl_ day of class prior to the final
exanination. Course grades (CG) were ok tained from each instructor
and Quality Point Averdges\OPA) were obtained from each Ss
permanent recoxrd.

RS NS

The four vaviables, Bl, E2, T3, and CG, were analyzed
for all possitle combinations of tvwo variakles for the pool
Ss in Educaticn, Engineering, and Business, for the dichotomy
change in grade versus no change in grade. Chi Scguares were
computed for all six possibkle combkinations for the three academic
areas and are shown in Takle 1.

All values were significant (P < .05) except Tl vs
CG for Lducation and Yngincerinag Studenits. For these two
academic groups, Ss tended to creceive the grade they pre-~
dicted at the beginning of the term. iIn all other cases,
there was significant chance from estimate to estimate
and from estimates Ei, II2, E3 o Course Grade. PRusiness
Ss at no point seemed able tc zccurately evaluate their
performance-

Previous gtudﬂes(z,S) have indicated a 4difference in
the ability of Yhigh” achlaving students (those receiving
the grade M or B in the cours=) and “low’ achieving students
(those recaivirng C, &, 2r ¥} to predict grades. Separate Chi
Sguares wers COPﬁhteC for A, B. students and C, D, or F, students
for Educeation, Enginceving, and Business (Takle 2).

The date centelined in Tarlie 2 indicatzd little difference
between the hich and iow Ss for the :three academic areas.

The greatest Slfiferencve wus f£or Business Ss. Low Ss were

best able to predict their grade, while high Ss wesre never
able to accurately evslucta theis performance in the course.
Both Educaticn groups were kzst akle tc estimate their final
grade at the beginning of the texm. No significant change

was found between the thirze estimate: and CG for low Fdu-
cation Ss.

L}
ol

ERi(i . : _ o 3 ) e, -a;--

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . - - 3 .- .



FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

e

AR s B § At g, & b § At bAoA oA Ve AR ok S S

- - N prosress o B i e 4 A et § R L e TP s B sh e 2 < aprra

N Tt e R nooo ~

3 w¥CING o HICR T
Nyt~ - b

y R £ 84 21

- , o .

4 4o H _P .r.,” 0

P N

= A

_mv [ m. ”u_. o

19

E3
+

. *r < o v
. g i . by yoor,
.. v s . .
i o _ﬁ (¥ L o o
M . ! LT "
4 i i T ! . '
o . i )
R ) I N e v
v B
. . - . .o . . Fore e .
, : ; ! J . SR Bl T
. L. K e N -
! “ % - !
A = B . R . e e u
. ! A K- w vl Lo S PR
- - PR - :
3 . PR Ve ' L s A
. [P : . Lo . L ) I L A .
< O i a N P A e
) - o S ¢ B
P o . Vo /
5 e far - e, T . . L.
7. . Lk { L ‘ BN - -
\ [ I SN I
D

< X L

v % b
:
T e e s g e g s -
S . B i By

SLNHINLE S8ENLanms
: [ o
MOV T AN0ED TYL00L HCS

I I TR
o Lol B VYV A




FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Se

Once it had been delerminec that the S8s first estimate
of their course grade was genczrally the hest, the Ss were
separated within the respective academic dlac1plines on the
basis of whether their grades from fiirst estimate to
course grade renavned the same (Same Ss), gone upn (Up Ss),
or had =2 Jor 72l w0 Do) . To identify those characteristics
vhich might separatce these agroums., the Ss were examnined on
the variakles course grade, age, sex, OPA, and sixteen
personality factorz zs measured bv the 16PF. Analyses of
variance were conrputed for tiire three academic areas for the
twenty student variables and the results are shown in Table 2.
.

Significant wvairiance was shovrm foxr the three academnic
areas for the variables ccurse grade and QP2. TFducation
Ss showed 51gn1r1vant varjiance for the 16PF.Tactors B,
and C; Engineering S: showed sicnificant variance for 1¢pF
Factors B, M, and QO : and Lusinzss Ss shocwed significant

variance on 16PF ¥a&torss E, F, and I. 7o deternine whether
Same, Up, or Down grOU“s d*fLered sicn ¢f1c4ntlv for these
aiaiabads e T T = LT S -~ . -~und in
Table 3.

The means foxr Same and Up Ss vere s+gzi£i0anuly different
from Down Ss for the variakle course g"aae° In all three
academic areas., Ss who had coitimated their grades corxrrectly
or who had under=stimat:d their course grade received better
grades than the &8s vho had overestimated their course grade.
The means for Up and Deown Ss differxed significantly for the
three academic arezas. Studentcs vho utnderestimated their grades
had significantly higher OPA°s than those who had cverestimated
their grades. Those data indizated that the 8s who were best
able to evalvate their ccademic nerformanas were the average
students while =zcademicalliy pocrer students tendad to over-—
estimate their course grode and recter studenits underestimated
their potential.

or=d significan:ly on Factor
des vent up froem their initial

- nt thazn thcse who went down.
i n Factor E. Ss who

Up and Dgwr Zauzati n &Os ALk
B of the 16PF. Gtud=nis wacse g
estimaticn tended t7 be more inte! e
Same and Down Ss deIhrﬁo sigrifi iv o
accurately ectimolsd “hoiy gr =3 toe e more aggressive and
assertive t?‘n Vh*": T o ovaIe e wir ~erformance. Up
and Same S5 i~ diffcrosd on Factcr C witli the same Ss being
more mature than v

}JJ

i
)

M

OV WS e

{

Same and Dcovn Engines <
Up Ss on 16¥PF TFac:t-crs II and O Upr Ss tended to be more
adventurous and poscessed hic:.or self-sentiment than did the
Same and Dowvn Ss. Up and Dcwn Ss dirffered significantly from
Same Ss on Factor N. Down Ss tendad tc bz more naive.

ring Ss Jirfferaed significantly from
= 2
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The means for Upr and Dovn Business 3s differed sig-
nificantly on Factors & and IT. Ur Ss tended to be more
mature and adventurous than Dovn Ss. Same anc Dovm s
differed on Factor F with Same Ss leing more enthusiastic
and alert.

FINDINGS AND CONSLUSIONS

The findings of this studv were in opposition to
previous studies. Contrary to most research(2,3), Ss were
best able to evaluate their performance at the beginning
of the term. The additional experience gained through
the term seemed only to confuse their selfevaluation.
In contrast to most studies(2,3), 1i tle difference was
found between nich achieving(Z,3s), and low achieving{(C,D,F)
Ss in ability to predict their course grade. In fact, low
achieving Business majors were zble to estimate their course
grade initially while high achi=sving Ss were never akle to
accurately judge their level of performance. Since the first
grade estimate was found to be the mest accurate, Ss were divided
into three groups, i.e., those whc overestimated, underestimated
and accurately predicted their course grade. For all three
academic areas accurate and underestimating Ss received better
grades than overestimators. Ihen Quality Point Average was
considered, low achievers tended to overestimate their grades
while high achievers underestimaited their potential performance.
Ss who accurately evaluated their performance tended to be
“average® students. This would indicate that academically
poor students tend *to have an unrealistic evaluation of
their future performance in a courxse and probably develop
unrealistic study patterns bkased on this faculty evaluation.
Some 16PF Factors were found to be significan*ly related to
akility to estimate grades accurately. For Fducation majors,
uncderestimators tended to be more intelligent (Factor B) than
overestimators. Accurate estimators were more aggressive
and assertive {(Factor C} and more mature (Factor I) than over-
estimators.

b4

Engineering underectimators possessed higher self-
sentiment (Factor H) than overestimators or accurate estimators.
Overestimators tended o ke more naive Factcry O ) than
underestimators. Dusiness Ss vho overestimated3tended to
be less mature {(Factor =)} than underestimators ancd possessed
lower self-sentiment (Factor ¥) than accurate estimators.

None of the personality factors reported in the research to
be characteristic of successful students irn Business,
Education and Engineering were found to be significant for
over under anéd accurate estimators in any of their respective
academic areas.

ERIC | s

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Students who are unable to accurately predict their
own performance are not likely to develop realistic study
patterns. Thus it woulé seem important for instructrrs
to be alkle to identify those students in order to aid them
in developing more realistic study wnatterns. The results
of this study indicated that it is rossibhle to identify at
the keginning of the term those who are unable to real-
istically evaluate their potential performance, thus
enakling the instructor to aid the student through feed-
back and/or counseling. The results also suggested that
the ability to accurately evaluate oneself is a function
of previous academic performance and certain aspects of
personality. It is felt that more research into the
relationship of personality to accurate self-evaluation
is warranted.
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